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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

1. In the above referenced Office Action, the Examiner 
rejected claimo 1-3, 5-13, 15-21, 23-31 & 33-36 under 35 
USC § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Diefes (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,067,440) in view of Yu (U.S. Patent No. 
5,561,456). In addition, the Examiner rejected claims 4, 
14, 22 and 32, under 35 USC § 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Diefes (U.S. Patent No. 6,067,440) in view of Yu (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,561,456) and further in vipw r>T Russell (IKS. 
Patent No. 4, 890,322) . 

Claims 1-36 are nirr^nt.ly pending in the present 
application. Claims 1, 12, 19 and 30 have been amended in 
order to advance the prosecution of the present 
application. Applicant does not surrender the subject 
matter of the original claims and expressly provides notice 
to the public and reserves the right to file additional 
broader claims in one or more continuing applications. 
The rejections referenced above have been traversed and, as 
such, the applicant respectfully requests reconsideration 
of t.hft allowability of claims 1-36. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-13, 15-21, 23-31 r 33-36 were rejected 

under 35 USC § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Diefes 

(U.S. Patent No. 6,067,440) in view of Yu (U.S. Patent No. 

5,561,456). Claims 1 has been amended to reunite that 

receiving a client request for a multimedia 
system auivice from one of a plurality of 
c 1 i ent s , the multimedia service having one of a 
plurality of service hypes ; 

and, 

when the multimedia system has the sufficient 
resources to fulfill the client request. 
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allocating at least some of the sufficient 
rflsnurces to fulfill the client request based on 
a multimedia system resource allocation procedure 
that are determined based on the on e of the 
plurality of servic ejtypes ■ 

Neither Diefes or Yu discloses receiving a request for 
a multimedia ocrvico that may be one of a plurality of 
service types and a resource allocation procedure that 
allocates resources to fulfill the client request based on 
the particular service type. 

For this reason, Applicant believes that claim 1, and 
claims 2-11 that depend therefrom, are patentably dist-inrrh 
from the prior art. 

In additional claim 12 has been amended to recite. 



receiving a client request for a multimedia 
service from one of a plurality of clients, the 
multimedia service having a service type ; 

and, 

when thft multimedia system has the sufficient 
resources to fulfill the client request, 
allocating best match resources of the sufficient 
resources to fulfill the client request that are 
determined based on the service ty pe. 

Also, claim 30 has been amended to recite, 

receive a client request JTui a multimedia service 

from one of a plurality of clients, the 

multiinodia service having one of a plurality of 
service t ypes; 

and, 
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when the multimedia system has the sufficient 
resources to fulfill the client request, allocate 
best match resources of the sufficient resources 
to fulfill the client request that a re determined 
base d on the one of the p l urality of ser vice 

types . 

For similar reasons as set forth in the discussion of 
claim 1, Applicant believes that claims 12 and 30, and 
claims 13-18 diid 31-36 that depend therefrom arc patcntably 
distinct from the prior art* 

3. As discussed above, claim 10 was oloo rejected based 
on the combination of Diefes and Yu. Claim 19 has been 
amended to recite f 

determine whether the client request is valid for 
the one ot the plurality of clients , based on 
control limits set by a user of the multimedia 
system - 

While Diefes discloses a security system that 
determines if playback of a video should be interrupted 
based on whether the cable provid er has granted the 
subscriber rights to access a particular channel, suoh ao a 
premium channel this determination is not made, based o n 
control limits set by a user of the multimedia system.. 
Diefes is attempting to control theft of the service 
providers video programming, not with implementing controls 
self-determined and implemented by the user. 

For this reason, Applicant believes thai claim 19 and 
claims 20-29 that depend therefrom are petentably distinct 
from the prior art. 
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4. Claims G and 24 were also rejected booed on the 
combination of Diefes and Yu. In particular, the Examiner 
cites Yu as "querying one of the plurality of clients to 
select al Ltixiid L ive multimedia ser v :i ce " . Examiners stateo 
the following explanation: 

Yu teaches that the scheduler can inform the user 
of an estimated wait time for a particular movie. 
Viewers in Yn have the option of joininq a Pi- 
queue, i.e., 'hot list r or C-queue, i.e. cold- 
list . 

App.1ir.Rnt respectfully disagrees. First of all, the H- 
queue and the C-queue are not alternative multimedia 
services. These are separate holding queues of the same 
multimedia service that are designed to allow subscriber 
requests for the same movie to be aggregated. Secondly, it 
is the scheduler of Yu's system that, determines it the 
customer request qoes in the H-queue or the C-queue, not 
the subscriber, (see col- 5, lines 51-61). 

Examiner has further indicated that, he believes that, 
it is inherent that the instant viewer is enabled to 
request another movie, since iu is directed to a vod system 
. However, Applicant again points out that neither Yu 

nor Diefes teaches actively querying one of the plurality 
of ciients to select an alternative mul L J medici service, 
when the multimedia system determines it does not have 
sufficient resources for the particular service, but has 
resources "CO fulfill an alternative service. This is 
Simply beyond the scope of both Yu and Dief es - 
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For this reason, Applicant believes that claims 6 and 
24 are patentably dictinct from the prior arL. 
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For the foregoing reasons, the applicant believes that 
uldims 1-36 are in condition for allowance and respectfully 
request that they be passed to allowance. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by 
telephone or facsimile if the Examiner believes that, such a 
communication would advance the prosecution of the present 
invention- 

The amendment and response is filed in conjunction 
with a Rcqucot for Continuing Examination (RCE) . The 
Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees 
that are required or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 50-2126- 



RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

By: /Bruce E. Stuckman reg. 36,693/ 
Biu^y E. 3tUCkman 

Phone: (512) 241-8444 
Fax No. (M2) 241-8445 



3; c.f.r 1.8 

I hereby certify Hhat trus correspondence is hl.. i . -ij Qi u j > . u •> .= •■ - u . a . l - uj i . a . at. j 1 ™> h— o-> / r ■ t. ■ ^ l. . eag* 

-pit-ftL fllniT ^ rrT'-r ri -irHrnr--^ tn: Correr.iss loner of PAt.^nr..* anc 'rrutf'jmtirfcs, Alexandria, Virginia 



2233.3, on tne elate bt:low: ^^~^J> / 

Dat<2 Signature 
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